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Abstract 
This quantitative study analyzes the efficiency of website rankings given to elite male 
high school student athletes. The intention of this project is to analyze and assess the 
importance that high school rankings have on the actual production of NCAA Division I 
basketball players and success of the teams for which these student athletes play. This 
project will examine the correlation between the rankings given to prospective student 
athletes by three major recruiting websites and how well the student athletes produce 
athletically during their college career. With the increasing importance of winning placed 
on competitive athletic programs, institutions and athletic departments seek ways to 
ensure athletic success. The need to select the best possible recruit to capitalize on team 
outcome has led to a growing movement to measure the efficiency of players. This study 
will help athletic programs and institutions gain a better understanding of the value or 
utility of the rankings given to men’s basketball high school recruits. 
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Introduction/Overview of Project 
With the progression of technology and globalization in athletics, recruiting 
websites play an important role in National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) 
Division I college athletics. These websites should be used in context and as guidelines in 
revealing the skills and assets of recruits. However, many people rely on recruiting 
websites to predict how well a recruit will be able to help an athletic program become 
successful. With the overwhelming number of high school and Amateur Athletic Union 
(AAU) teams in the country, a fair assessment of all the talent in the country is extremely 
difficult and unlikely. Without a governing body overseeing the creation procedures 
utilized as these websites conduct their evaluation and produce their rankings, distortion 
of the player rankings can go unchecked. The value of any website is certainly not as 
detailed as their rankings may suggest. The rankings can help recruiters obtain a general 
idea of player trends, however, specific rankings should not be the major factor in 
assessing talent. Recruiters should use the rankings to help them gauge a broad spectrum 
of talent and use their own judgment in assessing talents to recruit the players they 
believe can help their programs be successful. 
The purpose of this project is to analyze and assess the significance that high 
school rankings have on the actual production of NCAA Division I basketball players and 
the success of the teams for which these student athletes play. This project will test the 
correlation between the rankings given to prospective student athletes by three major 
recruiting websites and how well the student athletes produce athletically while in 
college. The data analyzed in this study can help college coaches and athletic 
administration recruit more efficiently. Factors such as team chemistry, style of play, and 
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coaching style may also contribute to the success of college basketball programs; 
therefore athletic or program success cannot, and should not, be attributed to one single 
factor such as a high school recruit’s ranking. The hypothesis that will be tested in this 
study is whether there is an interaction between recruit rankings and their production in 
college. It is predicted that a high school recruit’s ranking received on the websites 
observed in this study has little to do with how productive he is on an athletic team or 
how successful the athletic team is.  
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Literature Review 
The Culture of Sports in America 
Americans contribute to the world’s sporting phenomena either through 
participation or spectatorship. Spectator sports, as reported by the North American 
Industry Classification System (NAICS), accounts for 31 billion dollars in revenue for 
the Arts, Entertainment, and Recreational Services industry (US Census, 2010). Sports 
are an integral part of American culture and identity. The concept of sports, as 
experienced in the last few decades, has provided an idea that any type of sport 
participation is beneficial to the American society (U.S. Embassy, 2010). As sports 
continue to emerge as a driving force for political, economic, environmental and social 
issues, people are increasingly interested in its impact. Sports have been argued to 
mobilize people regardless of where the individuals are from and the differences they 
may possess and it continues to be used as a vehicle for developmental issues around the 
world (Cornelissen, 2004; Swart & Bob, 2004). With the growing trend of sports 
participation, whether as a spectator, athlete or service provider, the American sports 
culture has been a topic of interest for many sports enthusiasts. People want to know how 
this sports culture developed its impact on a global scale, and its importance to the 
American identity. 
NCAA History 
The NCAA was established in 1906 and serves as the athletics governing body for 
more than 1,300 colleges, universities, conferences and organizations. The national office 
is in Indianapolis, but the member colleges and universities develop the rules and 
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guidelines for athletic eligibility and athletic competition for each of the three NCAA 
divisions (NCAA website).  
The NCAA was formed to regulate and supervise collegiate athletics throughout 
the United States. In addition, the Association was assembled in an effort to address a 
series of critical injuries and deaths associated with college football at the turn of the last 
century (NCAA website; Koch & Leonard, 1978). The organization wanted to provide a 
national set of standards under which individual colleges and universities would compete 
(McQuilkin, 2002). In the early 1900’s, football games were marred by a string of serious 
injuries and even deaths.  These injuries and deaths resulted from “the mass formations, 
gang tackling, and inadequate equipment that occurred in the sport” (Koch & Leonard, 
1978, p.227). During this time, universities and colleges were not organized enough to 
bring about serious revisions to football’s rules and regulations. Different teams and 
conferences competed under varying sets of rules regarding equipment and rules of 
competition. The sport needed to be reformed in terms of regulations and safety. 
The on-field deaths of 18 football players in the 1905 season erupted public 
interest in the safety of sports. This also caused President Theodore Roosevelt to threaten 
to abolish the game if changes were not made. He called for a conference in the White 
House, which included representatives of the leading “big time” football schools. The 
conference led to a larger meeting where 62 schools were represented. The 62-member 
organization created the Intercollegiate Athletic Association of the United States,  
(IAAUS), which was constituted in 1906 and was renamed as the National Collegiate 
Athletic Association in 1910 (NCAA website).  
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Despite the fact that the initial formation of the NCAA was a reaction to the 
harmful effects of participation in a dangerous sport, the organization maintained a 
mandate over sports in general. The NCAA was mandated to govern the operations of all 
college sports even after the issue of brutality in football was rectified because many 
other issues concerning collegiate athletics surfaced. Issues relating to education, 
eligibility, sponsorship, and recruitment of student-athletes have long kept the importance 
of the organization alive and actively involved in the business and policy making of 
college sports (Falla, 1981; Sack & Staurowsky, 1998; Martin & Christy, 2010). As 
college sports began moving towards a more business oriented activity, the NCAA began 
witnessing infractions concerning student-athletes and the pressure for universities to win 
at any cost or create an athletic program that appealed to a global audience. 
During the latter part of the 1940s, the NCAA’s policies and guidelines were 
geared to create a level “playing field” for all participating institutions. For example, 
many institutions in the south offered full athletic scholarships for athletes while others 
preferred student-athletes to be treated as other students belonging to the same institution 
(Sack & Staurowsky, 1998). The organization attempted to regulate this inconsistency by 
enforcing a “sanity code”, which allowed all membership institutions to offer full athletic 
scholarships. However, this policy failed to address the many recruiting and financial aid 
abuses that occurred. As a result, the NCAA used this opportunity to establish itself as an 
“organization that dealt with policy revisions, explanation of guidelines and the 
enforcement of these policies and guidelines in order to reflect their constitution of 
dignity and education” (Falla, 1981, p.21). The NCAA was originally created to regulate 
the dangers involved in sport, and has expanded to include administrative governance of 
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sports programs for all member institutions, education standards, rules and enforcement, 
and outreach initiatives. The organization has also taken an active role in preserving and 
maintaining historical records for college sports (Brown, 1999). 
Membership 
Over 1,000 colleges and universities maintain membership within the NCAA. 
Membership is divided into 3 divisions; Division I, Division II, and Division III. The 
major difference between the three divisions is the number of sports offered and the 
amount of financial aid that is readily available. Division I and II schools must offer a 
minimum amount of financial aid but may not exceed established maximums, but 
Division III schools cannot allocate financial aid packages for athletic purposes. For 
sports offered, Division I member schools must offer at least 14 sports (at least seven for 
men and seven for women, or six for men and eight for women), Division II member 
schools must offer at least 10 sports (at least five for men and five for women, or four for 
men and six for women), and Division III member schools must offer five sports for men 
and five sports for women. All member institutions must sponsor at least two team sports 
(for example, football, basketball or volleyball) for each gender. The school also must 
have participating male and female teams or participants in the fall, winter and spring 
seasons. 
The active member schools self-determine which of the three divisions they will 
be classified into (NCAA website). The schools must also meet the membership 
requirements for their particular division. 
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Culture of NCAA/Social Significance 
Researchers have documented the potential benefits of intercollegiate athletics to 
society and academic institutions (Price, 2001; Toma, 2003; Wann et al., 2008;). A study 
conducted by Wann et al. (2008) revealed that the well-being of college students was 
associated with sport fan involvement. The study also revealed that both the frequency of 
game attendance and the level of team identification were positively correlated with 
social psychological health (p.249). This social psychological wellbeing associated with 
college sports can also be extended to include every individual, not just students. College 
sport fans are able to identify with specific sport teams or institutions (Toma. 2003; Seo 
et al., 2007). This affinity for fan identification enables individuals to gain a sense of 
belonging and community with other individuals who share the same passion. The 
NCAA provides a platform for sports fans to exhibit their loyalty and support for their 
teams. The NCAA, along with its media carriers/sponsors, allows fans to continually stay 
connected with their favorite teams without being present at a game. Sport fans are still 
able to receive the benefits of identifying with a sport team or program regardless of their 
ability to attend the games (Wann et al., 2007).  
 The Internet has opened the door for sports to be delivered and experienced 
through a variety of outlets. Now more than ever, options in receiving, exchanging, and 
delivering sport information are no longer limited to television and print media. More 
than 22% of North American households actively follow sports through the Internet (Yu 
and Barnd, 2003). More importantly, Anderson (2001) reported that 87% of college 
students have Internet access, with 72% being regular Internet users (p.22). Anderson 
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studied Internet use among college students and found that the participants spent an 
average of 100 minutes per day using the Internet. One can conclude that people are able 
to connect on a broader scale with their sport teams without physically attending a game 
and experiencing it first-hand. 
Advancements in media and technology make the global reach of the NCAA 
important and significant.  For example, the television audience during the NCAA Men’s 
Basketball Final Four alone constitutes about 25% of the U.S. population (Price, 2001). 
The popularity of the Final Four games displays the passion NCAA sport fans have for 
competition which is also embedded in the American culture (Price, 2001). The NCAA 
championship tournament for basketball is an enticing event because fans can witness the 
journey of a basketball team, as it becomes the best in the nation (Price, 2001). This is 
also the case for the NCAA Football Bowl Championship Series championship game. 
These two athletic events within the NCAA are highly publicized because they appeal to 
a larger portion of the population. 
Exposure for the university and its athletic team is also increased through 
participation in these events. Goff (2004) reported that articles about a university 
increased when its athletic team participated in latter rounds of the NCAA basketball 
tournament. The author revealed that the athletic success of Northwestern University and 
Western Kentucky University translated into substantially increased exposure for both 
institutions. The study showed that through Northwestern University’s participation in 
the 1995 Rose Bowl, articles about the university jumped by 185%. In Western Kentucky 
University’s case, the institution gained more exposure through its men’s basketball 
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team’s 1992 Sweet Sixteen appearance and the women’s basketball 1993 Final Four 
appearance. Successful athletic teams, especially those which compete in NCAA 
Division I tournaments, bring notoriety to their institutions and increase exposure (Toma, 
2003; Price, 2001; Smith, 2001- 176). People want to support teams and institutions they 
are familiar with and especially the ones that win. The NCAA provides a chance for most 
teams to make it into the national championship tournament and increase the institutions’ 
exposure through participation. 
This increased exposure often helps to raise the brand equity of the athletic team 
and the institution (Toma, 2003; Sandy & Sloane, 2004 – in Economics of Sports.p.87). 
Brand equity is defined as “a set of assets linked to a brand’s name and symbol that adds 
to (or subtracts from) the value provided by a service or a firm and/or that firm’s 
customer” (Aaker, 1996, p.15).  Sandy & Sloane (2004) reported that some U.S. colleges 
opt to upgrade their NCAA division affiliations because they believe high profile athletic 
programs draw between 2-4 additional students per athlete to an institution (87). The 
more recognition an institution gains either through its divisional affiliation or winning, 
the more attractive it appears to potential students.  One of the benefits offered by the 
NCAA as pointed out by Mandelbaum (2004) is the opportunity for schools with “less 
prominent” athletic programs to have their games appear on the Entertainment Sports 
Programming Network (ESPN). By appearing on television or by being featured in other 
forms of media, institutions and athletic programs are able to draw the public’s attention 
and be more recognizable than other institutions that are not featured. In a study 
conducted by Cunningham & Sagas (2002), the authors found that, on the whole, a sport 
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thought to have high brand equity, such as basketball, received significantly greater 
media coverage than a sport like softball that is thought to have low brand equity. 
Culture of NCAA/Economic Significance  
The brand equity that a particular athletic program or institution creates through 
its membership or involvement in the NCAA can also affect the monetary support it has 
or receives. Athletic programs rely heavily on external individuals or external groups 
within the organizations for support (Cunningham & Sagas, 2002). Therefore, programs 
are designed to meet the demands of its support group. For example, if a particular 
program gains a specific amount of money for having a successful season, there is 
pressure on the program to meet or exceed this performance in the coming years to 
continue receiving this support. In a sense, athletic programs, including coaches and 
administration, must constantly build images and reputations that are satisfying to their 
support groups in order to survive.  
 As external support is increasingly important, institutions must constantly secure 
resources. Financial resources, whether private or public, are never guaranteed with each 
new academic year. According to Toma (2003), it is this inconsistency in funding and 
competition for these funds that force institutions and athletic programs to be proactive in 
securing this support. A particular proactive task employed by athletic departments and 
institutions is to actively identify and recruit potential corporate and individual donors 
(Stinson & Howard, 2008; Toma, 2003). These potential donors are more likely to 
succumb to solicitations once the idea of success is presented. In a study conducted by 
Stinson & Howard (2008), the authors investigated the patterns in private giving at 
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NCAA Division I-AA and I-AAA institutions. Their study revealed that successful 
athletic programs often influenced current donors to make larger gifts while attracting 
new donors at the same time. They also mention that for institutions that do not have 
football as the main spectator sport, basketball is the most influential sport leading to 
donations. In summary, these authors were able to link athletic success to donor support 
for both athletic and academic programs. More importantly, Grimes and Chressanthis 
(1994) reported that there was a positive effect of basketball winning percentages on the 
amount of money contributed to the institution by alumni. They studied Mississippi State 
University between 1962-1991 and found that an extra $200,000 - $1,000,000 was 
contributed by alumni depending on the basketball team’s size of increase in winning 
percentage. This goes to show the overall influence of winning at the NCAA Division I 
level and how much emphasis athletic programs put on winning in order to remain viable. 
The above-mentioned studies point out an important theme amongst NCAA 
Division I athletic programs. They reveal an underlying motive to build programs to 
ensure the benefits of financial support and winning. Athletic programs and institutions 
rely on supporters and are influenced by their demands. They need to build images that 
satisfy donors and this often involves winning. Therefore, if winning attracts program 
supporters and influences the amount of financial support a program receives, programs 
must always pursue ventures that will help them build successful winning programs. One 
way to build a winning program is through the caliber of human resources athletic 
programs bring in, particularly recruits. 
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Importance of recruiting/recruits  
Recruiting elite athletes for participation in Division I athletics has evolved into a 
lucrative business. As intercollegiate sports become more commercialized, NCAA 
Division I programs are competing to recruit elite athletes to fill their team rosters. There 
is an assumption that student-athletes involved in intercollegiate sports at top athletic 
programs have been, at some point in their career, heavily recruited by other top 
institutions (Bowen & Levin, 2003; Shulman & Bowen, 2001). Another assumption 
present is that these student-athletes contribute to the notoriety and revenue associated 
with the sport they participate in, particularly football and basketball (Price, 2001; 
Shulman & Bowen, 2001; Toma, 2003).  
 Jain (2004) investigated the athletic performance of 33 NCAA schools and whether 
or not it affected the quality, quantity, and matriculation rate of undergraduate applicants. 
The most significant findings on applications were associated with basketball, reporting a 
net gain of 704 applicants for every round that a Division I team advances in the NCAA 
tournament. Not only does this study help to reveal the importance of athletic 
performance and recruiting at the undergraduate level, but may also help to explain how 
athletic performance affects the college choice process of athletic recruits. If elite players 
help an institution win games and winning games improve application rates, then it is 
possible that winning games help to attract elite players.   
 Langelett (2003) also examined the relationship between recruiting and team 
performance in top tier of Division I college football programs and emphasizes the 
importance of having a strong recruiting class every year. The author uses a set of 
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equations based on the past recruiting classes and team success of top 25 programs from 
1991 to 2001 to determine if there is a direct relationship between a team’s success and 
their recruiting class, which is the set of recruits that a school brings in each year. The 
study found that there was a direct correlation between the success of a program and the 
strength of their recruiting class.  He found that recruiting good classes leads to having 
good performance, and performing well leads to bringing in a good recruiting class.  
Jain (2004) and Langelett (2003) have both emphasized the increasing pressure 
put on institutions and athletic programs to recruit individuals that will ultimately help 
the institute’s athletic performances. They also point out that there is a cycle of recruiting 
elite athletes to improve athletic program performances and improving athletic program 
performances to recruit elite athletes. As a result of these readily accepted assumptions, 
coaches devote time and money on the prospective student-athletes that they believe will 
help their programs succeed. Dumond, Lynch, & Platania (2007) concluded that while 
every school is trying to get the best possible recruit to attend their school, it is neither 
efficient nor practical for institutions to aggressively recruit players who are probably not 
going to attend that particular institution. The authors also identified different variables 
that may attract elite recruits to a specific institution or program. Factors such as quality 
of head coach, location of institution, amount of financial aid available, quality of 
academics, and options in degree program, have an impact on a recruit’s decision to 
attend or play for an institution that has been recruiting him or her (Dumond, Lynch, & 
Platania, 2007; Finley & Fountain, 2007; Kotlyarenko & Ehrenberg, 2000; Letawsky, 
Schneider, Pederson, & Palmer, 2003). 
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It is difficult to identify the reasoning behind how athletic programs decide which 
elite athletes to recruit in hopes to help improve their athletic programs or add to the 
overall image of their institutions. One possible reason why institutions aggressively 
recruit elite prospective student-athletes is because of the recruit’s national performance 
ranking. These rankings are developed to help identify those prospective student athletes 
who are exceptionally talented throughout the country and appear on recruiting websites. 
Recruiting Websites 
A major tool that coaches use to determine which elite athlete they will recruit or 
which elite athlete will contribute to the success of the athletic program, is the recruit’s 
performance ranking on various websites. Various people associated with, and/or 
employed by, the people who operate recruiting websites determine performance 
rankings. These individuals attend high school, AAU, and showcase events for an 
opportunity to analyze prospective college athletes. The rankings are then based on the 
overall assessments of how talented the prospective college athletes are. Each site has a 
unique method of ranking athletes. Often, these sites use a numerical scale and a star 
system when ranking these athletes (Lord, 2010). The numerical value varies from scales 
out of 100 to scales out of five, depending on what the specific site decides. The star 
system differentiates athletes based on the number of stars out of a possible five, with 
five stars being the best and one star being the worst. These rankings not only help 
institutions and athletic support staff identify elite athletes but also help to justify 
scholarship grants awarded to prospective student athletes. 
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With the overwhelming emergence of web-based services, the college basketball 
industry has been bombarded with multiple and differing recruiting ranking websites. 
These websites are generally provided to inform coaches and the general public about 
potential athletic recruits for postsecondary institutions (Lord, 2010). Often, the public 
information provided on these websites includes the student-athletes’ physical attributes, 
playing position, location, high school, colleges of interest, and ranking given by the 
service. Most of the services provide information on the student-athletes at no cost, 
however, additional information and more detailed analyses are usually available for a 
monthly or annual fee.  
 Taking a closer look at the increasing importance put on recruiting elite athletes and 
the services provided by recruiting websites, one might want to investigate how accurate 
these websites are in ranking elite athletes. There has been limited research on whether or 
not athletes ranked high on these websites impact the overall success of an institution or 
athletic program. It is important to investigate these issues as it pertains to college 
athletics because it may affect how institutions conduct their recruiting practices in the 
future. It is also important to investigate the accuracy of these websites because it may 
expose trends within the ranking of elite players and better direct athletic departments in 
choosing the best athlete for their particular program. This type of investigation will be 
crucial in directing recruiting efforts that place high importance on recruiting rankings 
without knowing how valid or accurate they really are. This study will test to see if there 
is a significant relationship between the ranking of college basketball recruits entering 
college and their ensuing production in college.  The findings of this study will then 
support or reject the null hypothesis that there is a connection between these ratings and 
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how the student performs in college athletics. Ultimately, this study will attempt to 
measure the utility of these recruiting rankings in order to guide institutions to make 
better-informed recruiting decisions.  
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Methodology 
The purpose of this study was to gain a better understanding of the utility of the 
rankings given to men’s basketball high school recruits. Using Predictive Analytics 
Software various correlations were examined. Correlation coefficients were calculated in 
order to determine the strength of the relationship between the variables. In brief, the 
quantitative analysis utilized a combined average rank from three recruit websites, the 
individual player’s college statistics, and each recruits team performance. The 
combination of statistics and team performance were then broken down into four separate 
categories, each yielding a number, or score.  Ultimately, the combined average rank was 
divided into quartiles and then cross-examined with the four categories.  The combined 
rank was collected based on the last ranking given to a player prior to their enrollment in 
college. All of the raw data collected for this study was collected from various statistical 
databases and ranking websites.  Recruit rankings were gathered from three different web 
services:  Scout.com, Rivals.com, and ESPN.com. These websites provide their rankings 
free of charge to the general public.  The ranked recruits included in this study were 
gathered from the 2007, 2008 and 2009 recruiting classes. Recruits that were ranked on 
all three websites were included in this study. Recruits who transferred schools, did not 
play at least 100 collegiate minutes and did not play college basketball were excluded 
from the study. This was done to avoid skewed results and outliers. All of the recruits in 
this study have remained anonymous although their information is still available to the 
general public via the scouting websites. An average rank for all recruits on the three sites 
was collected and the average rank from all three websites was then determined for each 
recruit. From the three ranking websites, 236 recruits were eligible for the study. Each 
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recruit had a single value to represent their average ranking from all three recruiting 
websites. This value will be referred to as the recruit’s Average Rank (AR).  
The AR was the fixed factor in this study.  All of the findings in this study were 
correlated to the AR.  Average Ranks for all participating recruits ranged from 2 to 158.   
They were then broken in four quartiles.  Quartile One (Q1), covered AR ranging from 0 
through 24 and had an N=59.  Quartile Two (Q2), covered AR greater than 24 through 
49.5 and had an N=59.  Quartile Three (Q3), covered AR greater than 49.5 through 81 
and had an N=60.  Finally Quartile Four (Q4), covered all recruits greater than 81 and 
had an N=58.  The Quartiles were then assessed to determine the success/production of 
the recruits during their athletically active college tenure.                    
The interpretation of production or success, as it pertains to college athletics, can 
be multifaceted. For the purpose of this study, two specific areas of production were 
explored: individual player efficiency and team performance. 
Player Efficiency 
The need to select the best possible recruit to capitalize on team outcome led to a 
growing movement to measure the efficiency of players. Recruit selection is constrained 
by a number of factors including NCAA limits on team size and scholarships, the costs of 
recruiting and the competition from other Division I programs. Because of these 
constraints, coaches need to be efficient in their recruiting efforts. Various equations and 
formulas have been compiled to examine the productivity of athletes.  These efficiencies 
typically combine readily available statistics that are commonly collected.  The statistics 
are then equated to form a simple numeric value, making an evaluation of that athlete as 
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easy as reading a number on an ordinal scale. One of the most used and highly regarded 
measures of player efficiency is John Hollinger’s Player Efficiency Rating (PER) for 
National Basketball Association (NBA) players.  He computes a value for every player in 
the NBA that meets certain criteria. Analyst Zach Fein describes Hollinger’s PER as, “… 
a one-number measure of player’s per minute productivity, and it may be one of the best 
basketball stats out there” (Fein, 2009). Fein continues, “The PER is computed using a 
detailed, complex formula that, in essence, adds for positive stats such as rebounds, 
assists, and steals, and subtracts for negative stats such as shots missed or turnovers.” 
Hollinger also multiplies all statistics by a common weighted value to add or subtract 
importance to each statistic. Fein set out to create a simplified NBA efficiency rating 
based on Hollinger’s PER system. Fein’s results were almost identical to Hollinger’s 
PER and his system accomplished this with less complex calculations. In accordance 
with Fein, the present researcher set out to create a PER for NCAA athletes using 
Fein/Hollinger’s basic framework for the purposes of this study.   
The formula applied to the player efficiency section of this study used the basic 
idea of adding positive statistics together, subtracting the negative statistics, and dividing 
all statistics by minutes played (view equation 1).  
Equation 1: Player Efficiency = (fg + tp + ft + oreb + dreb + ast + stl + blk – pf – ftm 
– fgm – to) x (1 / min) 
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fg = field goal makes 
tp = three point field goal makes 
ft = free throws makes 
oreb = offensive rebounds 
dreb = defensive rebounds 
ast = assists 
stl = steals 
blk = blocks 
pf = personal fouls 
ftm = free throw misses 
fgm = field goal misses 
to = turnovers 
min = minutes played 
 
The formula used for this research also contained weighted values.  To determine 
the weighted value, the average statistic line for a NCAA Division I player from the 
2005-2006 season to the 2008-2009 season was calculated. The average Division I 
statistic in all major skill categories collected from 2005 to 2009 used for the weight 
values are shown in Table 1. 
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Table 1 
Average Division I Statistic For Skill Categories 
Skill Category Average Statistic/Weighted Value 
Minutes per game 19.91 
Field Goal Makes per game 2.41 
Field Goal Attempts per game 5.48 
Three Point Field Goal Makes per game 0.64 
Three Point Field Goal Attempts per game 1.85 
Free Throw Makes per game 1.38 
Free Throw Attempts per game 1.99 
Offensive Rebounds per game 1.14 
Defensive Rebounds per game 2.28 
Rebounds per game 3.42 
Assists per game 1.33 
Steals per game 0.68 
Block Shots per game 0.33 
Turnovers per game 1.42 
Personal Fouls per game 1.83 
Parallel to Hollinger and Fein’s equation, the purpose of the weighted values are 
to add and subtract significance to each skill category collected. Each statistic from the 
average statistic line over the 2005 to 2009 seasons were used as the corresponding 
weighted value. This was done so that the importance of every individual statistic could 
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be evident when applying the weighted values to the formula. The higher a statistic was 
on average, the less weight it had on the player’s efficiency score and the inverse was 
also true. For example, if the average number of assists earned per game from 2005 to 
2009 was 1.33 and the average number of steals per game was 0.68, for a player who 
averages 5 assists and 5 steals per game, the steals would be valued more than the assists 
according to the weighted values given. The reason for this is that a lower average in the 
steals skill category makes that particular skill more infrequent than assists and in turn, a 
more valuable statistic. An efficiency score that considers varied importance for every 
major statistical category is not possible without a weighted value added to the equation.  
The same weights were used on all of the statistical lines of all of the athletes that 
were in the study.  Each statistic was multiplied by the reciprocal of the corresponding 
weight as shown in Equation 2: 
Equation 2:  Player Efficiency = ((fg x (1 / 2.41)) + (tp x (1 / .64)) + (ft x (1 / 1.38)) + 
(oreb x (1 / 1.14)) + (dreb x (1 / 2.28)) + (ast x (1 / 1.33)) + (stl x (1 / 0.68)) + (blk x (1 / 
0.33)) – (pf x (1 / 1.83)) – (ftm x (1 / 0.61)) – (fgm x (1 / 3.07)) – (to x (1 / 1.83)) x (1 / 
(min)) 
Using these averages as weights, an average college efficiency score of 15 was 
created. Fifteen was used because of Hollinger’s use of 15 as a mean in his PER for the 
NBA.   
To get a mean of 15, the formula was applied to the average Division I stat line. 
The final score of 0.200908485 was the raw mean of all Division I players from 2005-
2009. The raw mean was then multiplied by 74.6608586 to receive a final mean value of 
15. Therefore, 74.6608586 would multiply every college efficiency score after the weight 
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had been applied to it. This will ensure that a score relevant to 15 as a mean would 
suffice, as shown in Equation 3.  
Equation 3: Player Efficiency = [((fg x (1 / 2.41)) + (tp x (1 / .64)) + (ft x (1 / 1.38)) + 
(oreb x (1 / 1.14)) + (dreb x (1 / 2.28)) + (ast x (1 / 1.33)) + (stl x (1 / 0.68)) + (blk x (1 / 
0.33)) – (pf x (1 / 1.83)) – (ftm x (1 / 0.61)) – (fgm x (1 / 3.07)) – (to x (1 / 1.83)) x (1 / 
(min))] x 74.6608586  
Team Performance 
 Another measure of a recruit’s success is his team’s performance.  Ultimately, 
recruits are brought into programs to help the team win games. For the purpose of this 
study, conference regular season, conference tournament, and NCAA tournament 
championships and appearances were monitored.  The success recruits had pertaining to 
each title was recorded separately.  A score of zero was given to student athletes whose 
teams failed to win a conference regular season championship during their active tenure 
at their school.  A score of one was given to student athletes whose team won a 
conference regular season championship during their tenure at their school.  The same 
scoring system was used for conference tournament championships.  The scoring system 
of the NCAA tournament varied from the conference scoring system because of its 
importance.  The NCAA tournament consists of seven possible rounds.  The Tournament 
begins with a field of 65 teams (65th and 64th team compete in a play-in game to enter 
the official field of 64).  From the field of 64, rounds of single elimination games are 
played dividing the field in half until a champion is crowned.  As a team progresses 
through the tournament, its stock in becoming the national champion increases. More 
attention is paid to the school, team and the individual players while the pressure to 
progress in the tournament is also increased. A major reason as to why so much attention 
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is paid to teams that successfully move forward in the tournament is the amount of media 
coverage that ensues (Price, 2001). When teams move past the first two rounds, they 
enter a prestigious circle of select teams. The sixteen teams who enter the third round of 
competition are considered to have joined the “Sweet 16” which sets them apart from the 
original 64 teams. The eight teams that move on to the fourth round carry the title of the 
“Elite 8”, which also speaks to the privileged nature of reaching this round in the 
tournament. The four semi-final teams have been given the famous title of the “Final 
Four”. Being one of the NCAA Final Four teams is among the most prestigious honors in 
all of collegiate sports, aside from being the National Champion (Price, 2001).  Based on 
the team’s NCAA tournament performance, a score ranging from 0-7 was given to the 
recruits.  A score of zero was given to a recruit whose team did not make the tournament.  
One additional point was given to the recruit for every round his team would advance 
ending with a national championship and a score of seven.  If a recruit’s team made 
multiple NCAA tournament appearances during his collegiate career, only his best score 
was included in the study. 
 After general observations of all examined recruits were made, a total of four 
categories were examined in detail:  Player Efficiency, Conference Regular Season 
Championships, Conference Tournament Championships and Best NCAA Tournament 
Appearance.  These four categories were analyzed from the Average Ranks that were 
divided into the Four Quartiles.   
The data that was analyzed in the study were of selected outcomes from several 
NCAA Division I seasons. They are not reflective of trends experienced by each and 
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every NCAA Division I sport. The results are also not reflective of all NCAA sports. 
Each sport that is housed under the NCAA Division I umbrella holds its own trends for 
recruiting practices. The recruiting practices used for basketball may be completely 
different from the practices utilized for volleyball recruits. The outcomes observed in this 
study are personal in-game statistics and various championships. Success in NCAA 
Division I basketball, like many other team sports, involves an array of tangible and 
intangible variables. Discipline, effort, teamwork, support from interior and exterior 
sources, and leadership are some of the many intangible qualities that are of extremely 
high importance but are not likely to be statistically monitored.  
The variables analyzed in this study were used because they are the most direct and 
well-monitored outcomes in Division I basketball. Personal statistics, such as points, 
rebounds, and assists have been monitored and stored on various databases for many 
decades and are the least subjective measure to monitor personal success. The various 
championships observed, such as conference regular season, conference tournament, and 
NCAA are also the least subjective measure to monitor team success. There are players 
who may be of higher value than the ones analyzed in this study. The players in this study 
were chosen strictly based on their rankings from the three websites observed. Nothing 
directly related to intangible qualities was observed or analyzed in this study. This was 
done intentionally to help eliminate any subjective bias for the ranked recruits observed.  
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Results 
The study revealed that there are some significant correlations between players’ 
efficiency in college and the rankings they receive in high school. The average player 
efficiency score for NCAA players during the time period the recruits attended college is 
15. The higher the efficiency score received, the more efficient the player.  Table 2 shows 
that recruits in Q1 have the highest mean player efficiency score followed by recruits in 
Q2, Q3, and Q4 follow in descending order. 
Player Efficiency 
Table 2: QUARTILES 
Dependent Variable: Player Efficiency 
QUARTILES Mean Std. Error 
95% Confidence Interval 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 
1.00 20.486 .839 18.833 22.140
2.00 16.906 .839 15.252 18.560
3.00 14.665 .832 13.026 16.305
4.00 13.502 .846 11.835 15.170
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Graph 1: Player Efficiency Linear Graph 
 
 
When observing the means of the recruits’ player efficiency score (view graph 1), 
a curvilinear relationship exists between these two variables. A linear relationship exists 
within individual quartiles.  It shows 3 straight-line segments 1 to 2, 2 to 3 and 3 to 4. 
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Table 3: Multiple Comparisons of the means 
Tukey HSD            
(I) 
QUARTILES 
(J) 
QUARTILES 
Mean 
Difference 
(I-J) 
Std. 
Error Sig.
95% Confidence Interval 
Lower Bound Upper Bound
1.00 2.00 3.5804* 1.18694 .015 .5089 6.6519
3.00 5.8210* 1.18198 .000 2.7624 8.8797
4.00 6.9841* 1.19204 .000 3.8994 10.0688
2.00 1.00 -3.5804* 1.18694 .015 -6.6519 -.5089
3.00 2.2407 1.18198 .233 -.8180 5.2993
4.00 3.4037* 1.19204 .024 .3190 6.4884
3.00 1.00 -5.8210* 1.18198 .000 -8.8797 -2.7624
2.00 -2.2407 1.18198 .233 -5.2993 .8180
4.00 1.1630 1.18711 .761 -1.9089 4.2350
4.00 1.00 -6.9841* 1.19204 .000 -10.0688 -3.8994
2.00 -3.4037* 1.19204 .024 -6.4884 -.3190
3.00 -1.1630 1.18711 .761 -4.2350 1.9089
Based on observed means. 
 The error term is Mean Square(Error) = 41.560. 
*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
 
Table 3 provides the breakdown of quartile comparisons in terms of player 
efficiency scores. The efficiency scores of players in Q1 are significantly higher than the 
efficiency scores of players in Q2, Q3, and Q4. The efficiency scores of players in Q2 are 
significantly lower than players in Q1, but not significantly different from players in Q3.  
Efficiency scores of players in Q2 are also and significantly higher than players in Q4.  
The efficiency scores for players in Q3 are significantly lower than players in Q1, but are 
not significantly different from players in Q2 and Q4.  The efficiency scores for players 
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in Q4 are significantly lower than players in Q1 and Q2, but not significantly different 
from players in Q3. Significant differences are seen among distant quartiles, however it is 
difficult to conclude that significant differences are evident between neighboring 
quartiles. There isn’t enough consistency to support a linear relationship between the two 
variables based on all four quartiles, but relationships do exist among each individual 
quartile as noted earlier regarding Q1 being significantly higher than the other quartiles. 
The highest ranked recruits who fall in the first quartile of recruits do significantly 
produce better individual statistics. 
Fourteen percent of the variability in recruit’s player efficiency scores is 
explained by the ranking they receive in high school, as demonstrated in Table 4. In other 
words, fourteen percent of a player’s individual player efficiency during his collegiate 
career can be explained by the rankings he receives coming out of high school. Although 
fourteen is a low percent when dealing with percents derived from r squares, it is 
significantly higher than the percents all of the other variables tested. Player efficiency 
scores have the strongest correlation to high school rankings of all the variables tested in 
this study. The correlation, however, is still considerable low. 
Table 4: Model Summary  
Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate
1 .374a .140 .136 6.44779
a. Predictors: (Constant), QUARTILES 
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Best Tournament Result 
Table 5: Best Tournament Results – QUARTILES 
Dependent Variable: Best NCAA Tournament Appearance 
QUARTILES Mean Std. Error
95% Confidence Interval 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 
1.00 2.576 .257 2.071 3.082 
2.00 2.254 .257 1.749 2.760 
3.00 1.633 .254 1.132 2.135 
4.00 1.931 .259 1.421 2.441 
 
 
 In regards to the best NCAA tournament appearance, a score of zero was given to 
the players who never made it into the tournament. For every round entered, an extra 
point is awarded to the player.  For example, a player whose team makes it to the first 
round of the NCAA tournament receives one point and a player who is on a team that 
wins a national championship receives a score of seven. In observing the means of the 
variable Best Tournament Result on a linear graph, there is an indication that a 
relationship between the quartiles and the players’ best NCAA tournament appearance 
exists.  Players in Q1 and Q2 made it further into the NCAA tournament than players in 
Q3 and Q4. However, the players in Q3, whose high school rankings are higher than the 
players in Q4, have the poorest success in the NCAA tournament (view Graph 2).  This 
reveals the inconsistency rankings have on being an accurate predictor of this particular 
variable. 
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Graph 2: Best Tournament Results 
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Table 6: Multiple Comparisons 
Best NCAA Tournament Appearance 
LSD 
(I) QUARTILES (J) QUARTILES 
Mean 
Difference 
(I-J) 
Std. 
Error Sig.
95% Confidence Interval
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
    1.00     2.00 .3220 .36288 .376 -.3929 1.0370
    3.00 .9429* .36137 .010 .2310 1.6549
    4.00 .6452 .36444 .078 -.0728 1.3633
    2.00     1.00 -.3220 .36288 .376 -1.0370 .3929
    3.00 .6209 .36137 .087 -.0911 1.3329
    4.00 .3232 .36444 .376 -.3948 1.0412
    3.00     1.00 -.9429* .36137 .010 -1.6549 -.2310
    2.00 -.6209 .36137 .087 -1.3329 .0911
    4.00 -.2977 .36294 .413 -1.0128 .4174
    4.00     1.00 -.6452 .36444 .078 -1.3633 .0728
    2.00 -.3232 .36444 .376 -1.0412 .3948
    3.00 .2977 .36294 .413 -.4174 1.0128
Based on observed means. 
 The error term is Mean Square (Error) = 3.885. 
*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
 
The above table (Table 6) reveals that as a study group, there is no correlation 
between the successes of the 236 recruits in the NCAA tournament and the rankings they 
receive in high school from the observed recruiting websites.  Graph 2 shows a possible 
trend within Q1, Q2, and Q3 that suggests that recruits included in these quartiles may 
have something to do with how far the team they compete on goes in the NCAA national 
tournament. However, the only significant mean difference with more than a 95% 
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confidence interval is between Q1 and Q3. The significant mean difference between Q1 
and Q3 isn’t enough to show consistent significance across all quartiles. All four quartiles 
are expected to have significantly different means with Q1 having the highest mean and 
Q4 having the lowest average mean. 
As demonstrated in Table 7, 2.1% of the variability in a recruit’s best tournament 
appearances is explained by the ranking they receive in high school. This is a 
considerably low value pertaining to the importance of team performance in the NCAA 
tournament. 
 
Table 7: Model Summary 
Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate
1 .144a .021 .017 1.97349
a. Predictors: (Constant), QUARTILES 
b. Dependent Variable: Best NCAA Tournament 
Appearance. 
 
 
Conference Regular Season Championship 
Table 8: Conference Regular Season Championships – QUARTILES 
Dependent Variable: Conference Regular Season Championships 
QUARTILES Mean Std. Error
95% Confidence Interval 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 
1.00 .678 .062 .556 .800 
2.00 .661 .062 .539 .783 
3.00 .650 .061 .529 .771 
4.00 .690 .062 .567 .812 
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Players received a score of 1 if they won a conference regular season 
championship and 0 if they did not.  The means for each quartile were computed and 
analyzed in a linear graph (Graph 3). From the graph, there appears to be no linear 
relationship in the data collected for this variable. The linear graph reveals that the 
players in Q4 have had the most success with winning regular season conference 
championships.  The players in Q3 have won the fewest regular season conference 
championships. 
 
Graph 3: Conference Regular Season Championships 
 
Of the 236 recruits observed over the 2007, 2008, and 2009 recruiting classes, no 
significant correlations were seen between conference regular season championships won 
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in college and the rankings they receive in high school. This means that if a recruit is 
ranked in Q1, according to the results of this study, it is no more likely for the team to 
win a regular season championship than teams with recruits categorized in Q4. 
 
 
Table 9: Multiple Comparisons 
Conference Regular Season Championships 
Tukey HSD 
(I) 
QUARTILES 
(J) 
QUARTILES 
Mean Difference 
(I-J) 
Std. 
Error Sig. 
95% Confidence 
Interval 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
1.00 2.00 .0169 .08730 .997 -.2090 .2429
3.00 .0280 .08694 .988 -.1970 .2529
4.00 -.0117 .08768 .999 -.2386 .2152
2.00 1.00 -.0169 .08730 .997 -.2429 .2090
3.00 .0110 .08694 .999 -.2140 .2360
4.00 -.0286 .08768 .988 -.2555 .1983
3.00 1.00 -.0280 .08694 .988 -.2529 .1970
2.00 -.0110 .08694 .999 -.2360 .2140
4.00 -.0397 .08732 .969 -.2656 .1863
4.00 1.00 .0117 .08768 .999 -.2152 .2386
2.00 .0286 .08768 .988 -.1983 .2555
3.00 .0397 .08732 .969 -.1863 .2656
Based on observed means. 
 The error term is Mean Square (Error) = .225. 
 
 
Zero percent of the variability in regular season championships won by the teams 
the ranked recruits play for is explained by the ranking they receive in high school.  
Therefore, there are no significant statistics in this data set showing a correlation between 
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a recruit’s high school rankings and regular season conference championships (view table 
10).  
 
Table 10: Model Summary  
Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate
1 .005a .000 -.004 .47240
a. Predictors: (Constant), QUARTILES 
b. Dependent Variable: Conference Regular Season 
Championships 
 
 
Conference Tournament Championship 
Table 11: Conference Tournament Championships - 
QUARTILES 
Dependent Variable: Conference Tournament 
Championships 
QUARTILES Mean 
Std. 
Error 
95% Confidence Interval 
Lower Bound Upper Bound
1.00 .746 .054 .640 .852
2.00 .797 .054 .690 .903
3.00 .817 .053 .711 .922
4.00 .776 .054 .669 .883
 
A score of one was given to the recruits who won a conference tournament 
championship during their college career and of zero was given to the players who did 
not win a conference tournament championship during their college career.  From 
observing Graph 4, there appear to be no correlation between recruits’ ranking received 
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in high school and conference tournament championships won.  Aside from Q4, the 
inverse appears to be true for conference championships. In this case there is no 
correlation between a recruit’s ranking and a team’s success in winning a conference 
championship. 
 
Graph 4: Conference Tournament Championships 
 
 
There are no significant correlations between conference tournament 
championships won in college and the rankings they receive in high school among the 
participating recruits of this study (View Table 12). 
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Table 12: Conference Tournament Championships - Multiple Comparisons 
Conference Tournament Championships 
Tukey HSD 
(I) QUARTILES (J) QUARTILES 
Mean Difference 
(I-J) 
Std. 
Error Sig.
95% Confidence 
Interval 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
1.00 2.00 -.0508 .07627 .910 -.2482 .1465
3.00 -.0709 .07595 .787 -.2675 .1256
4.00 -.0301 .07660 .979 -.2283 .1681
2.00 1.00 .0508 .07627 .910 -.1465 .2482
3.00 -.0201 .07595 .994 -.2166 .1765
4.00 .0207 .07660 .993 -.1775 .2190
3.00 1.00 .0709 .07595 .787 -.1256 .2675
2.00 .0201 .07595 .994 -.1765 .2166
4.00 .0408 .07628 .950 -.1566 .2382
4.00 1.00 .0301 .07660 .979 -.1681 .2283
2.00 -.0207 .07660 .993 -.2190 .1775
3.00 -.0408 .07628 .950 -.2382 .1566
Based on observed means. 
 The error term is Mean Square (Error) = .172. 
 
As outlined in Table 13, only 0.1% of the variability in conference tournament 
championships won by the teams the ranked recruits play for is explained by the ranking 
they receive in high school.  
 
Table 13: Model Summary  
Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate
1 .030a .001 -.003 .41315
a. Predictors: (Constant), QUARTILES 
b. Dependent Variable: Conference Tournament 
Championships  
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Discussion 
The four means of the variable Best Tournament Result on a linear graph 
indicates that there is a relationship between the quartiles and the players’ best NCAA 
tournament appearance. Players in Q1 and Q2 made it further into the NCAA tournament 
than players in Q3 and Q4. This finding suggests that it is more likely to consider recruits 
within these two quartiles for team success purposes. The results do support the notion 
that if you have athletes within these two quartiles, your team may have a better chance at 
making it further in the NCAA tournament. This just shows that there is a possibility that 
an athletic team having recruits from these two quartiles will put a team in a better 
position to go farther in the tournament, but there is no guarantee that this will actually 
happen. There is no evidence that it is solely because of a player’s ranking that led to the 
success of a team but there is a possibility that the ranking may be part of the story.  
In testing the hypothesis that there is an interaction between recruits’ rankings and 
their production in college, the recruits’ Average Rank in Quartiles was compared to their 
overall production. When comparing the means of the quartiles to the various areas of 
production a positive linear relationship would have supported the relevance of rankings. 
The study revealed that there is no significant relationship between the rankings received 
by recruits coming out of high school and their production in college.  These findings 
reveal that the null hypothesis was not supported. The mean differences of all four 
variables analyzed were not significantly different in the four quartiles of ranked recruits.  
Although there are a few relationships in the means of the four quartiles, such as the 
significant difference between Q1’s player efficiency and the other quartiles, the 
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relationship between the variables observed is not enough to prove that a significant 
correlation exists.  
The study primarily observed and analyzed rankings of high school recruits taken 
from three different recruiting websites. The four areas of productivity that were tested 
among ranked recruits over three separate recruiting classes were Player Efficiency, 
Conference Regular Season Championships, Conference Tournament Championships and 
Best NCAA Tournament Appearance. These areas of production were cross-analyzed 
with the rankings the recruits received before entering college. Results from the data 
analysis showed minimal correlation between the production of ranked players during 
their college careers and the rankings they receive coming out of high school.  NCAA 
Division I players who were ranked higher coming out of high school do not necessarily 
help their teams win championships more often than lower ranked players. There are 
many other variables such as, team chemistry, style of play, and coaching style that could 
have a significant influence on team productivity.  
The variable most strongly correlated to the rankings received by recruits before 
entering college is Player Efficiency. Table 2: Multiple Comparisons of the Means of 
Player Efficiency shows that there are multiple means that are significantly different. 
However, the relationship between Player Efficiency and recruit rankings isn’t strong 
enough to prove that a significant correlation exists. This is evident in the Results section 
where only the first and third quartiles were significantly different from one another. For 
there to be a significant relationship between the high school ranking and player 
efficiency all four quartiles would have to be significantly different or at least one 
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quartile would have to show significant difference from all other quartiles to show a 
significant difference of one quartile. 
Providing an analysis of the rankings given by these websites will give coaches 
and athletic administrators an astute understanding of the production of ranked student-
athletes after high school. From this study it can be concluded that once a player is 
ranked, there is no conclusive evidence supporting a correlation between his rank and his 
personal and team’s success. Having a high ranking as a high school recruit does not 
guarantee that the athletic team this individual decides to compete for will be that much 
more successful. The success of an athletic program should not be dependent only on 
recruiting highly ranked high school athletes. There is not enough evidence for a program 
to expend time and resources to pursue recruits solely based on a higher ranking. 
Exploring the validity of the rankings given to high school student-athletes can help 
college coaches monitor their own evaluation processes, possibly increasing productivity 
throughout their recruiting process. For example, if a school is recruiting a highly ranked 
player that lives extremely far from the institution, the school might want to reconsider 
how much time and money to invest into that highly ranked player based solely on the 
rankings.  
Coaches need to draw their attention to other factors that may contribute to the 
success of a particular team or program. A recruit’s ranking is only one of many factors 
that determine a team’s success. In a study conducted by Nezhad, R. & Keshtan, M., 
(2010), the authors also revealed that there is a significant relationship between a coach’s 
leadership style and team success and that the degree of team cohesion positively affects 
how successful that team is. Carron, A., Bray, S., and Eys, M. (2002) also support this 
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notion of team cohesion affecting team success. These authors particularly looked at elite 
university basketball teams and club soccer teams. In their study the authors revealed that 
for basketball a significant relationship was obtained between team cohesion and team 
success (123). 
Athletic programs are all competing for top recruits to join their programs. Athletic 
programs that have larger monetary budgets and financial support systems have an advantage as 
to which recruits will be drawn to their programs. “You are trying to target 17-18 year olds who 
have grown up in the MTV, ESPN.com generation where everything has to be flashy” (Hosick, 
2007, A4). The institutions with more money are able to have the means to produce the 
“flashiness” that these recruits may be looking for and in turn attract them based on their financial 
muscle. Not only will the institution be able to attract these top recruits, but it will also have the 
means to provide all necessary training and developmental material that will possibly put the 
athletes in better positions to be successful. However, this does not guarantee success nor is the 
main reason why teams or programs are successful. 
Although rankings are not conclusively linked to college production, high school 
rankings are a good indicator of general talent. This is evident in the Player Efficiency 
results from the players observed.  Although there is not a significant correlation between 
individual performance and ranking in high school, a positive relationship does exist.  In 
comparing the means of the four quartiles, the highest ranked players tend to be more 
productive individually in college. However, individual productivity can be considered 
arbitrary in a team sport. The importance of individual productivity depends on the 
evaluator. Individual productivity may be useless to an Athletic Director but may be of 
value to a professional scout trying to evaluate talent.  
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One possible reason the rankings observed do not show correlation to player 
productivity is that a recruit’s ranking has not been shown to be a valid predictor of how 
successful a team is or can be. It is possible that success is attributed to another factor or 
many factors that were not focused on in this study. The study indicates that coaching 
personnel should take caution as to how they recruit and how much value they place on 
recruiting websites. As revealed in the present study, the inclusion of highly ranked 
players alone does not guarantee success on any level. 
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Conclusion 
With the increasing importance of winning placed on competitive athletic 
programs, institutions and athletic departments seek ways to ensure athletic success. The 
need to select the best possible recruit to capitalize on team outcome has led to a growing 
movement to measure the efficiency of players. Recruit selection is constrained by a 
number of factors including NCAA limits on team size, contact with potential recruits, 
scholarships, the costs of recruiting and the competition from other Division I programs. 
Because of these constraints, coaches looked towards recruiting websites in effort to 
make their recruiting efforts more efficient. 
The purpose of this study was to gain a better understanding of the value or utility 
of the rankings given to men’s basketball high school recruits. 236 Division I basketball 
recruits gathered from the 2007, 2008, and 2009 recruiting class were included in this 
study and their recruit rankings were taken from three different web services. The study 
revealed in terms of a player’s ranking and best NCAA tournament appearances, players 
in Q1 and Q2 made it further into the NCAA tournament. However players in Q3 seemed 
to have the poorest success in the NCAA tournament. For winning a conference regular 
season championship, players in Q4 have had the most success even though they have the 
lowest rankings. The results for conference tournament championships won revealed that 
the lower the ranking a recruit received, aside from recruits in Q4, the more conference 
tournament championships they won. The study was able to demonstrate that there is no 
conclusive evidence that shows that if a player is highly ranked, they will help the team 
they compete on to appear in more NCAA tournament games, to win conference regular 
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season championships, or to become conference tournament champions. At the very least 
this study reveals that while player rankings alone cannot predict success, there is a 
possibility that the rankings may be one of many factors that contribute to the success of 
an athletic team. 
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APPENDIX A 
Ranked Athletes Data 
Name Average Rank Quartile 
Player 
Efficiency 
Score 
Conference 
Regular 
Season 
Championship
Conference 
Tournament 
Championship
Best NCAA 
Tournament 
Appearance 
Recruiting 
Class 
Recruit 1 2 1 21.34 1 1 1 2007 
Recruit 2 2.33 1 21.6 0 0 4 2009 
Recruit 3 2.33 1 14.16 1 1 1 2009 
Recruit 4 2.67 1 20.79 1 1 2 2008 
Recruit 5 2.67 1 20.2 1 1 1 2007 
Recruit 6 3.33 1 28.69 1 1 2 2009 
Recruit 7 3.67 1 17.71 1 1 1 2008 
Recruit 8 4 1 24.4 0 0 7 2007 
Recruit 9      4 1 34.98 0 0 5 2007 
Recruit 10    4.33 1 37.72 1 1 2 2007 
Recruit 11 4.67 1 20.74 0 0 6 2007 
Recruit 12 4.67 1 11.04 1 0 2 2008 
Recruit 13 5 1 18.53 0 0 4 2008 
Recruit 14 5 1 32.6 0 1 0 2009 
Recruit 15 5.33 1 31.38 0 0 4 2009 
Recruit 16 5.33 1 23.75 0 0 3 2008 
Recruit 17 6 1 23.65 0 0 2 2009 
Recruit 18 7.33 1 12.23 1 1 4 2008 
Recruit 19 7.33 1 21.4 1 1 1 2009 
Recruit 20 8.67 1 12.29 1 1 0 2009 
Recruit 21 11 1 2.97 0 0 3 2009 
Recruit 22 11.33 1 18.2 1 1 5 2008 
Recruit 23 11.33 1 15.64 0 1 2 2007 
Recruit 24 11.33 1 19.53 1 1 4 2009 
Recruit 25 11.67 1 23.52 1 1 0 2007 
Recruit 26 11.67 1 26.57 1 1 0 2007 
Recruit 27 12 1 14.95 1 1 1 2009 
Recruit 28 12.33 1 25.11 1 1 1 2008 
Recruit 29 13 1 32.99 0 1 7 2008 
Recruit 30 13 1 23.49 1 1 0 2007 
Recruit 31 13.33 1 6.08 1 1 1 2009 
Recruit 32 13.33 1 25.09 0 0 4 2007 
Recruit 33 13.33 1 23.94 1 1 2 2008 
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Name Average Rank Quartile 
Player 
Efficiency 
Score 
Conference 
Regular 
Season 
Championship
Conference 
Tournament 
Championship
Best NCAA 
Tournament 
Appearance 
Recruiting 
Class 
Recruit 34 13.67 1 21.87 1 1 2 2009 
Recruit 35 14 1 16.66 0 0 3 2008 
Recruit 36 14 1 15.17 1 1 4 2008 
Recruit 37 14.33 1 16.05 1 1 2 2007 
Recruit 38 15.33 1 26.98 1 1 0 2007 
Recruit 39 16.33 1 13.8 0 0 7 2008 
Recruit 40 16.67 1 25.28 1 1 0 2008 
Recruit 41 16.67 1 18.52 1 1 2 2009 
Recruit 42 17.33 1 22.16 1 1 2 2007 
Recruit 43 17.67 1 26.85 0 0 4 2009 
Recruit 44 18 1 20.94 0 0 7 2009 
Recruit 45 18.67 1 8.27 1 1 4 2009 
Recruit 46 18.67 1 17.79 0 1 6 2008 
Recruit 47 19.33 1 22.28 1 1 1 2008 
Recruit 48 19.67 1 18.06 1 1 1 2007 
Recruit 49 20.33 1 18.59 1 1 3 2007 
Recruit 50 20.67 1 19.8 1 1 0 2009 
Recruit 51 20.67 1 22.44 1 1 4 2007 
Recruit 52 21.33 1 20.74 0 1 7 2008 
Recruit 53 21.67 1 25.28 1 1 0 2007 
Recruit 54 21.67 1 13.66 1 1 2 2008 
Recruit 55 21.67 1 15.38 1 1 2 2009 
Recruit 56 22.33 1 15.51 1 1 5 2007 
Recruit 57 23 1 24.53 1 1 0 2008 
Recruit 58 23 1 22.81 1 1 2 2007 
Recruit 59 23.67 1 11.98 1 1 0 2008 
Recruit 60 25 2 14.41 1 1 1 2009 
Recruit 61 25 2 10.89 1 1 2 2009 
Recruit 62 25.33 2 17.18 1 1 2 2007 
Recruit 63 26 2 14.2 0 0 7 2007 
Recruit 64 26 2 40.78 0 0 7 2007 
Recruit 65 26.33 2 30.84 1 1 1 2007 
Recruit 66 27.67 2 16.93 1 1 0 2008 
Recruit 67 27.67 2 19.71 1 1 1 2009 
Recruit 68 28.33 2 17.59 1 1 5 2007 
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Name Average Rank Quartile 
Player 
Efficiency 
Score 
Conference 
Regular 
Season 
Championship
Conference 
Tournament 
Championship
Best NCAA 
Tournament 
Appearance 
Recruiting 
Class 
Recruit 69 29 2 20.1 0 0 7 2009 
Recruit 70 29 2 16.71 0 0 2 2009 
Recruit 71 30.33 2 24.01 1 1 0 2009 
Recruit 72 30.67 2 13.88 1 1 3 2007 
Recruit 73 30.67 2 16.88 0 1 3 2007 
Recruit 74 31.67 2 13.57 1 1 0 2009 
Recruit 75 32 2 15.36 1 1 2 2008 
Recruit 76 32 2 17.49 0 0 2 2009 
Recruit 77 32 2 11.88 1 1 2 2008 
Recruit 78 32.33 2 17.34 1 1 1 2007 
Recruit 79 32.33 2 16.37 1 1 4 2009 
Recruit 80 32.67 2 12.82 0 0 1 2009 
Recruit 81 33.33 2 8.71 0 1 0 2009 
Recruit 82 33.67 2 14.79 0 1 6 2007 
Recruit 83 34.33 2 13.17 1 1 1 2008 
Recruit 84 36 2 9.32 1 1 2 2009 
Recruit 85 36 2 29.46 1 0 4 2007 
Recruit 86 36.67 2 17.52 0 0 4 2008 
Recruit 87 37.33 2 16.52 1 1 0 2008 
Recruit 88 37.33 2 10.95 1 1 2 2008 
Recruit 89 37.33 2 11.13 1 1 2 2008 
Recruit 90 37.67 2 14.68 0 0 4 2008 
Recruit 91 37.67 2 13.15 1 1 0 2008 
Recruit 92 38.67 2 16.54 1 1 1 2008 
Recruit 93 39 2 14.93 0 1 6 2007 
Recruit 94 40 2 32.86 0 0 3 2007 
Recruit 95 40.67 2 10.57 1 1 0 2007 
Recruit 96 40.67 2 14.49 0 1 2 2007 
Recruit 97 41.33 2 22.3 1 1 4 2007 
Recruit 98 41.33 2 15.51 1 1 0 2008 
Recruit 99 42.33 2 30.43 1 1 0 2009 
Recruit 100 42.33 2 11.12 0 1 7 2008 
Recruit 101 43 2 21.61 1 1 2 2007 
Recruit 102 43.67 2 10.38 0 1 4 2007 
Recruit 103 44 2 13.53 1 1 0 2009 
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Name Average Rank Quartile 
Player 
Efficiency 
Score 
Conference 
Regular 
Season 
Championship
Conference 
Tournament 
Championship
Best NCAA 
Tournament 
Appearance 
Recruiting 
Class 
Recruit 104 45.67 2 25.21 0 0 3 2007 
Recruit 105 45.67 2 21.05 1 1 2 2008 
Recruit 106 46.33 2 22.88 1 1 0 2008 
Recruit 107 46.67 2 15.09 1 1 4 2008 
Recruit 108 46.67 2 12.85 1 1 0 2009 
Recruit 109 46.67 2 17.69 0 1 2 2008 
Recruit 110 47 2 22.3 1 1 0 2009 
Recruit 111 47 2 18.47 0 0 3 2008 
Recruit 112 47.33 2 7.85 1 1 0 2009 
Recruit 113 47.33 2 16.66 1 1 0 2007 
Recruit 114 47.33 2 12.89 0 1 6 2007 
Recruit 115 48 2 10.97 1 1 2 2009 
Recruit 116 49 2 12.41 1 1 1 2009 
Recruit 117 49 2 19.14 1 1 3 2008 
Recruit 118 49.33 2 9.37 1 1 0 2009 
Recruit 119 49.67 3 15.02 0 1 3 2008 
Recruit 120 50.67 3 8.64 1 1 1 2009 
Recruit 121 51.33 3 15.6 1 1 0 2009 
Recruit 122 51.33 3 22.94 1 1 1 2008 
Recruit 123 51.67 3 27.56 1 1 1 2007 
Recruit 124 52.33 3 9.12 0 1 0 2009 
Recruit 125 52.33 3 9.51 0 1 0 2009 
Recruit 126 52.33 3 27.43 0 1 3 2008 
Recruit 127 53 3 20.79 1 0 5 2008 
Recruit 128 53.33 3 21.21 1 1 1 2007 
Recruit 129 53.67 3 3.79 1 1 0 2009 
Recruit 130 54.33 3 14.7 1 1 1 2008 
Recruit 131 54.33 3 8.7 0 1 0 2009 
Recruit 132 54.33 3 17.89 1 1 2 2007 
Recruit 133 55.67 3 16.69 0 0 3 2007 
Recruit 134 58 3 5.86 1 1 4 2009 
Recruit 135 58 3 22.72 1 1 1 2009 
Recruit 136 58.33 3 15.06 1 1 1 2009 
Recruit 137 58.67 3 17.33 1 1 1 2008 
Recruit 138 58.67 3 21.41 0 0 3 2007 
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Name Average Rank Quartile 
Player 
Efficiency 
Score 
Conference 
Regular 
Season 
Championship
Conference 
Tournament 
Championship
Best NCAA 
Tournament 
Appearance 
Recruiting 
Class 
Recruit 139 59 3 23 1 0 1 2009 
Recruit 140 59.33 3 3.79 0 1 3 2008 
Recruit 141 59.67 3 29.88 1 1 0 2009 
Recruit 142 60.33 3 15.77 1 1 1 2007 
Recruit 143 62.33 3 13.57 1 1 0 2007 
Recruit 144 63.67 3 15.45 0 1 3 2007 
Recruit 145 65 3 13.86 1 0 1 2008 
Recruit 146 65.33 3 15.25 0 0 1 2009 
Recruit 147 65.67 3 12.76 1 1 0 2009 
Recruit 148 66 3 10.04 0 1 2 2008 
Recruit 149 66.67 3 12.24 1 1 0 2009 
Recruit 150 67 3 7.56 1 1 4 2009 
Recruit 151 67.33 3 24.76 0 0 0 2008 
Recruit 152 67.67 3 12.46 1 1 2 2009 
Recruit 153 68 3 28.33 0 0 3 2007 
Recruit 154 68 3 28.01 0 1 3 2007 
Recruit 155 68 3 18.86 1 1 0 2007 
Recruit 156 68.33 3 21.62 1 1 2 2007 
Recruit 157 69.33 3 11.53 1 1 1 2008 
Recruit 158 69.67 3 18.84 1 1 0 2009 
Recruit 159 69.67 3 13.9 0 1 6 2008 
Recruit 160 70.33 3 11.95 1 1 0 2009 
Recruit 161 70.67 3 16.62 0 0 7 2008 
Recruit 162 70.67 3 14.33 0 1 2 2008 
Recruit 163 70.67 3 13.98 1 1 0 2008 
Recruit 164 71.33 3 15.66 0 1 3 2008 
Recruit 165 73 3 9.11 1 1 0 2008 
Recruit 166 73.33 3 11.25 0 0 3 2008 
Recruit 167 73.67 3 5.06 0 1 6 2009 
Recruit 168 74 3 -1.71 1 1 0 2009 
Recruit 169 74.33 3 8.44 0 1 4 2007 
Recruit 170 74.67 3 5.69 1 1 2 2008 
Recruit 171 75.67 3 12.7 1 1 1 2009 
Recruit 172 76 3 4.7 1 1 1 2009 
Recruit 173 77.33 3 14.89 1 1 4 2008 
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Name Average Rank Quartile 
Player 
Efficiency 
Score 
Conference 
Regular 
Season 
Championship
Conference 
Tournament 
Championship
Best NCAA 
Tournament 
Appearance 
Recruiting 
Class 
Recruit 174 77.67 3 9.19 1 0 1 2007 
Recruit 175 78.67 3 12.22 1 1 0 2008 
Recruit 176 79.33 3 14.72 1 1 0 2009 
Recruit 177 81 3 16.51 1 1 0 2008 
Recruit 178 81 3 11.17 1 1 0 2007 
Recruit 179 81.33 4 17.79 1 1 0 2008 
Recruit 180 81.67 4 9.95 1 1 0 2007 
Recruit 181 82.67 4 9.81 1 1 2 2007 
Recruit 182 82.67 4 22.08 0 1 3 2009 
Recruit 183 83 4 13.73 0 0 3 2008 
Recruit 184 84 4 17.43 0 0 7 2007 
Recruit 185 85.33 4 22.93 0 1 6 2008 
Recruit 186 85.33 4 12.47 1 1 1 2009 
Recruit 187 85.67 4 8.02 0 1 6 2009 
Recruit 188 86.33 4 16.52 1 1 1 2008 
Recruit 189 87 4 6.7 1 1 2 2009 
Recruit 190 88.33 4 14.55 1 1 1 2008 
Recruit 191 88.67 4 9.21 1 1 4 2008 
Recruit 192 88.67 4 15.5 1 1 1 2008 
Recruit 193 89.67 4 35.36 0 0 4 2007 
Recruit 194 90.67 4 17.23 0 0 3 2008 
Recruit 195 91.67 4 6.95 1 1 0 2007 
Recruit 196 91.67 4 16.54 1 1 1 2007 
Recruit 197 92.33 4 14.41 1 1 0 2008 
Recruit 198 92.67 4 3.78 0 1 0 2009 
Recruit 199 92.67 4 22.08 0 0 3 2007 
Recruit 200 93 4 14.13 1 1 0 2009 
Recruit 201 93.33 4 8.45 1 1 0 2009 
Recruit 202 93.67 4 6.91 1 1 0 2008 
Recruit 203 94.67 4 17.61 0 0 3 2007 
Recruit 204 95.67 4 14.57 1 1 2 2007 
Recruit 205 95.67 4 4.33 1 1 1 2009 
Recruit 206 96 4 18.05 0 0 3 2007 
Recruit 207 97 4 9.23 1 1 2 2008 
Recruit 208 97.67 4 9.53 1 1 0 2009 
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Name Average Rank Quartile 
Player 
Efficiency 
Score 
Conference 
Regular 
Season 
Championship
Conference 
Tournament 
Championship
Best NCAA 
Tournament 
Appearance 
Recruiting 
Class 
Recruit 209 97.67 4 12.31 1 1 2 2007 
Recruit 210 97.67 4 17.97 0 0 3 2007 
Recruit 211 99.33 4 6.82 1 1 0 2009 
Recruit 212 100.33 4 7.73 0 0 7 2008 
Recruit 213 100.33 4 12.73 1 1 4 2009 
Recruit 214 101 4 18.92 1 1 1 2008 
Recruit 215 103 4 11.6 0 1 3 2008 
Recruit 216 103.33 4 13.47 1 1 0 2007 
Recruit 217 108 4 17.55 1 1 1 2008 
Recruit 218 109 4 14.67 1 0 5 2009 
Recruit 219 109.67 4 12.42 1 1 4 2009 
Recruit 220 109.67 4 17.09 1 1 0 2008 
Recruit 221 111.67 4 5.2 0 0 3 2008 
Recruit 222 114 4 13.82 1 1 2 2009 
Recruit 223 116.33 4 7.06 1 1 0 2009 
Recruit 224 116.33 4 16.81 1 1 0 2007 
Recruit 225 122.67 4 1.94 1 1 3 2008 
Recruit 226 123.67 4 6.67 1 1 0 2008 
Recruit 227 124 4 10.57 1 1 2 2007 
Recruit 228 126.33 4 16.7 1 1 2 2009 
Recruit 229 127 4 9.11 0 0 3 2007 
Recruit 230 127.33 4 17.21 1 1 0 2009 
Recruit 231 129 4 22.49 0 1 2 2008 
Recruit 232 129.33 4 8.05 0 0 3 2009 
Recruit 233 134.67 4 12.91 1 1 0 2007 
Recruit 234 135.67 4 16.37 1 1 0 2008 
Recruit 235 143 4 18.29 1 1 1 2007 
Recruit 236 158 4 20.81 1 1 2 2007 
 
